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Introduction
When implementing sustainable development 
principles, business should play the core role, 
and the corporate social responsibility is one of 
the examples of the active role of enterprises 
in implementing sustainable development 
goals. The corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) describes the companies that are aware 
of their mission and take responsibility for 
their impact on society in general. The CSR 
is vital for sustainability, competitiveness, 
advance of companies and development of 
the world economy. The CSR provides benefi ts 
for risk controlling, allows cost savings and 
stipulates affordability of the capital, facilitates 
stakeholders’ relationships and improvement 
of human resource management. In practice, 
human rights and corporate social responsibility 
have become an important aspect of business 
strategies for many companies.
The corporate social responsibility is central 
to the sustainability, competitiveness and 
innovation of the economy of each country and is 
tightly linked to the success when implementing 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by 
world countries. The importance of CSR has 
increased in recent years, taking into account the 
vivid growth of institution, funds, various online 
platforms and portals that are dealing with the 
CSR and inspiring enterprises to Improve their 
practices, according to various responsibility 
practices and criteria (Guenster et al., 2010; 
Ghoul et al., 2011). Overall, the CSR defi nition 
covers quite different kinds of socially responsible 
behaviours. All these responsible behaviours can 
be allocated to three areas: environmental, social 
and governance (ESG) factors.
The Environmental dimension covers 
obligations to integrate environmental 
considerations into all the activities of companies, 
for example, the designing, manufacturing, 
supplying and distributing of products.
The Social dimension is associated with 
positive human resources management, 
taking into account human rights requirements 
and includes appropriate training, career 
development, employee participation, quality of 
working condition standards.
The Governance dimension is linked to the 
companies’ relationship and interaction with 
various shareholders such as customers and 
suppliers, regulation bodies, strategic alliances 
etc. The main behavioural practices include the 
prevention of interest confl icts, corruption, fair 
information supply to consumers etc.
There is a dramatic growth of organizations 
that are focused on the national and international 
levels by providing advice and implementing 
various projects and programs around the 
world. There are hundreds of CSR that are 
reporting initiatives and tools all over the world. 
There are various public policies to promote the 
CSR that are implemented in different countries. 
These trends of dramatic growth of the CSR 
activities indicate that literature on the CSR 
have already shifted from the issues, which are 
relevant to the companies’ mission and value 
of the CSR to the fi rm, to the processes by 
which companies enact their societal impacts 
by implementing CSR and to the societal 
outcomes of this. Therefore, nowadays, the 
main issue is how societies and countries can 
benefi t from the CSR, especially in terms of 
dealing with major sustainable development 
challenges, such as poverty, education, health, 
energy and environment. Recent scientifi c 
discussion on the assessment of impacts of 
the CSR and measures to promote the CSR 
provides contradictory results and fi ndings.
Therefore, the aim of this paper is to analyse 
and categorize public policies and measures to 
promote the CSR and assess the CSR impacts. 
In order to achieve this aim, the following tasks 
have been set:
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1. To analyse and systematize recent literature 
on the CSR;
2. To discuss the main policies and measures 
and reporting initiatives to promote CSR 
and their dynamics;
3. To analyse measures for the assessment of 
CSR impacts;
4. To analyse the CSR impact on Sustainable 
Development Goals;
5. To provide policy recommendations based 
on the conducted analysis.
The structure of the paper: in the fi rst 
section of paper, the literature review on the 
CSR and its impacts is provided; in the second 
section, the main policy tools, aiming at the 
promotion of CSR and reporting requirements, 
are systematized; in the third section, the 
measures to assess the impacts of CSR 
critically is analysed; in the fourth section, 
the questions of linking CSR impact with 
sustainable development goals are developed, 
and the impact of CSR on SDGs is analysed; 
in the fi fth section, the conclusions and policy 
implications are provided.
1. Literature Review
Recently, there have been published numerous 
papers that are still dealing with the CSR 
concept. Numerous defi nitions of CSR were 
developed; however, no clear defi nition has 
been provided, making the measurement of 
CSR and its diffi cult impacts (Kotler & Lee, 2005; 
Caroll, 2008; Turker, 2009; Aguinis & Glavas, 
2012; Eccles et al., 2012; Lee & Krisnawati, 
2014; Maxfi eld, 2015). The CSR activities in 
literature cover the integration of social issues 
into the design of products and manufacturing 
processes, adopting proactive human resource 
management tools and mechanisms, advancing 
the goals of community and NGO developments, 
ensuring better standards of environmental 
protection by implementing pollution abatement 
and the recycling of waste etc.
Similarly, there is still not declining interest 
among scholars in the precursors and the results 
of CSR; however, for both academicians and 
policy makers, the analysis of CSR is still quite 
chaotic, and there are no commonly agreed 
theoretical assessment frameworks and 
measurement techniques for the CSR impacts. 
The empirical methods are lacking theoretical 
framework and have not been agreed among 
scholars and practitioners. In addition, it is 
diffi cult to analyse the SCR antecedents and 
con sequences of the CSR by applying one 
single discipline.
Most of the papers that are analysing the 
consequences of CSR focus on the relation 
between CSR and fi rm performance. These 
studies examined mainly the changes in stock 
prices for short-run and used them as a proxy 
for the assessment of companies’ performance. 
Some studies applied regression analysis for 
assessing the profitability based on the return 
on assets. They applied the return on assets 
as a dependent variable in the regression 
model and tried to answer the question whether 
fi rms do well by doing good. The results of 
these studies showed contradictory fi ndings: 
negative relation between the CSR and return 
on assets or no relation at all. Some studies 
found a positive relationship between CSR and 
the fi rms’ profi ts (Lenz et al., 2017; Price & Sun, 
2017; Varadarajan & Kaul, 2017; Armstrong 
& Green, 2013; Lee & Maxfi eld, 2015; Mayer, 
2015).
There is no consistency in the results of 
these studies, dealing with the impacts of CSR 
on fi rms’ performance. This is due to various 
inconsistencies linked to the defi nition of CSR, 
defi nition of fi rm performance and indicators 
of this performance, variances of samples, 
research design, changes over the time, which 
were not properly taken into account (Chernev 
et al., 2015; Aspelund, 2017).
Therefore, the empirical research dealing 
with the impact of CSR on fi rms’ performance is 
confusing and not conclusive at all. According 
to Wang et al. (2016), this is linked to the 
application of different CSR meanings, not 
theoretically soundly defi ned measures of the 
CSR and wide differences in the research 
methodologies.
McWilliams and Siegel (2000) emphasized 
the weaknesses of the event study methodol-
ogy to assess the consequences of the CSR 
that are applied in most studies. McWilliams 
and Siegel (2000) proved in their paper that the 
results of all event studies on the CSR that were 
published in top management journals were 
unreliable and had very serious fl aws in both 
research design and implementation. Moreover, 
they questioned the application of conventional 
regression for the analysis of the relationship 
between corporate social responsibility and fi rm 
performance.
Baron (2001) made a distinction between 
altruistic CSR and strategic CSR, and Hillman 
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and Keim (2001) proved that empirical tests of 
the relation between CSR and fi rm performance 
should disaggregate CSR activities based on 
this principle. The strategic CSR is addressed 
by the stakeholder management, and the 
altruistic CSR is targeting social issues. Hillman 
and Keim (2001) applied disaggregated model 
and reported that there is a positive relationship 
between the fi rm economic performance 
and strategic CSR, and there is a negative 
relationship between the altruistic CSR and 
the fi rm’s economic performance.
Though, in literature, there has been made 
many attempts to defi ne the determinants of 
CSR, it is still unclear what is the main reason 
for companies to employ or not employ the 
CSR disclosure practices even now (Crilly 
et al., 2016; Servaes & Tamayo, 2013; Epstein, 
Buhovac, 2016). There is a considerable 
increase in literature on the CSR disclosure; 
however, only a limited number of papers are 
dealing with the relationship between the CSR 
penetration and institutional factors that have 
an impact on the CSR disclosure (Desai, 2016; 
Collucia et al., 2018).
According to Campbell (2007), the 
responsible behaviour of companies is 
affected by such institutional factors as follows: 
cultural traits, regulations, the presence of 
institutionalized norms on the CSR disclosure, 
corruption perception level etc. These institutional 
drivers have a systematic effect on the CSR 
behaviour of fi rms. Some studies proved that 
CSR penetration is higher in countries that have 
weaker institutions. Jackson and Apostolakou 
(2010) have investigated the impact of different 
institutional factors on the CSR policies of the 
selected European fi rms and showed that fi rms 
that are operating in Anglo-Saxon countries 
(liberal market economies) have a higher level of 
CSR penetration and disclosure than fi rms in the 
other European countries that are having more 
regulated economies like the Mediterranean 
or Continental countries. The study (Jackson 
& Apostolakou, 2010) revealed that fi rms in 
countries with stronger institutions are able to 
reach just the minimum standard of CSR without 
seeking for the best or highest results. Another 
study by El Ghoul et al. (2017) showed that the 
CSR disclosure value is greater in countries 
with weaker institutions and more laissez-faire 
governments. However, other studies found 
a positive relationship between the strong 
institutions and CSR penetration (Dhaliwal et 
al., 2012). Ioannou and Serafeim (2012) proved 
that the cultural traits, political system in the 
country and education system have the most 
signifi cant impact on the CSR disclosure. Cahan 
et al. (2016) examined the impact of quality of 
institutions on the CSR disclosure level and 
showed that all these factors have a positive 
and strong impact on the CSR penetration and 
performance. It could be concluded that the 
higher is the quality of institutions in the country, 
the higher is the penetration of the CSR. Garcia-
Sanchez et al. (2016) examined the CSR 
performance of fi rms in 20 developed countries 
and showed that companies in countries with 
strong institutional environment make all efforts 
to ensure their CSR disclosure. In addition, the 
fi rms that are operating in countries with higher 
long-term orientation, collectivism, feminism 
and uncertainty avoidance are more keen on 
the CSR disclosure. The study by Colucia et 
al. (2018) proved that a strong legal system in 
the country has a positive impact on the CSR 
performance and disclosure. Therefore, the 
main conclusion is that social, political and legal 
factors have an impact on the transparency 
of corporate behaviour of companies. The 
following institutional factors that are the most 
important for the level of CSR disclosure, i.e., 
regulatory quality, rule of law and voice and 
accountability, have a positive impact on the 
CSR disclosure. Such factors as political stability 
and governance effectiveness have insignifi cant 
impact on the CSR penetration (Colucia et al., 
2018).
Therefore, the literature on CSR can be 
broadly divided into three groups, based on the 
content of studies: (1) antecedent, (2) outcome 
and (3) process oriented. The “antecedent” 
category studies analyse the main factors that 
determine fi rm’s engagement in the CSR. The 
policies and measures and reporting initiatives 
can be treated as the driving forces of CSR. 
The literature of “outcome” category examines 
the consequences of CSR. These studies are 
addressing the assessment of CSR impacts. 
The third group of studies analyse the “process” 
of CSR decision making or implementation 
and how various stakeholders respond to 
the corporate social activities (Wang et al., 
2016). This group of literature tries to fi nd the 
linkages between the effectiveness of policies 
and reporting initiatives and stakeholders’ 
engagement and help to pursue sustainable 
development goals by responsible companies.
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There is a clear trend of conceptual shift 
of the articles in the “outcome” group from 
fi nancial outcomes to non-fi nancial, social and 
organizational outcomes. Scholars tend to be 
more interested in a broader construal of the 
role of businesses and corporations in the 
society as well as providing the mechanisms 
(likely mediating factors), through which he 
CSR is linked to the fi nancial performance.
2. Policies and Reporting Initiatives 
to Promote the CSR
Today, Europe is regarded as a leader in the 
CSR and CSR policies. Governments are 
trying to promote CSR policies because CSR 
practices can help to meet the sustainable 
development policy objectives of the country on 
a voluntary basis. This motivation is linked to the 
policy objectives that are related to sustainable 
development goals and environmental 
protection as well as to foreign policy such as 
development assistance and aid. Therefore, 
most governments in the European Union (EU) 
have an increasingly active role in promoting 
CSR activities. The policies to promote CSR 
can be grouped into four main areas:
1. Raising awareness of companies and 
general public about the CSR and building 
fi rms’ capacities to implement CSR;
2. Improving the disclosure and transparency 
of companies CSR;
3. Fostering the Socially Responsible 
Investment (SRI);
4. Leading in the CSR activities by providing 
example such as public procurement 
or applying SRI in governmental funds, 
applying CSR in public companies etc.
All public policies to promote the CSR can 
be grouped into 4 clusters:
 Legal instruments that are prescribing the 
desired choices and actions by making use 
of the state’s legislative powers such as 
laws, directives and regulations;
 Economic instruments that provide initiatives 
to infl uence behaviour with fi nancial and 
market measures, such as awards, taxes, 
tax allowances and subsidies;
 Informational instruments are based on 
persuasion by providing relevant information, 
for example, education, training information 
campaigns and website platforms;
 Networking instruments that are based on 
the networking of stakeholders, assuming 
that different stakeholders are interested 
in joined efforts to achieve the shared 
objectives, like stakeholder forums, 
negotiated voluntary agreements and 
public-private partnerships etc.
Public policies and measures to promote 
the CSR and a number of initiatives in the group 
of the EU countries are provided in Tab. 1.
The European Union Member States 
and associated countries can be allocated 
into 5 groups based on their geographical 
and cultural traits and their welfare models: 
Scandinavian (Norway, Sweden, Finland, 
Iceland), Anglo-Saxon (The UK, Ireland), 
Mediterranean (Spain, Italy, Portugal, Greece, 
Malta, Cyprus), Continental (Germany, Austria, 
Belgium, Switzerland, France, Luxemburg) and 
Transitional (Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Bulgaria, 
Romania, Hungary, Slovenia, Slovakia, The 
Czech Republic) (Steurer et al., 2012). The 
number of policy instruments to promote CSR 
is provided for the group of countries. As one 
can notice from Tab. 1, Anglo-Saxon countries 
and Scandinavian countries are leaders in the 
public policies that are targeting CSR.
In many EU member states, the voluntary 
efforts by fi rms to measure and report on CSR 
or sustainability performance were followed 
by various numbers of mandatory disclosure 
requirements, which are implemented by the 
governmental regulation. This is especially the 
case of the EU countries, where new reporting 
requirements have been introduced by the 
legal acts laws such as fi rms’ laws, accounting 
laws and other instruments that address the 
reporting requirements and CSR disclosure 
requirements.
Currently, there are almost 400 sustainability 
reporting instruments that are implemented all 
around the world. These reporting initiatives 
can be treated as instruments to promote 
CSR. The study (KPMG, 2016) found over 
400 instruments in 64 world countries. These 
trends indicate the increasing commitments 
of countries and fi rms to promote high 
transparency and sound accountability. 
However, a large number of different CSR 
disclosure instruments make a big problem for 
reporting companies and governments. The 
harmonization of CSR reporting instruments 
is a major goal of the international institutions, 
policy makers and regulators, stock exchange 
operators, industrial union and associations, 
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standard setting authorities and scholars that 
are engaged in development and creation of 
advanced reporting tools. In 2013, 180 CSR 
reporting instruments were identifi ed in 44 world 
countries (KPMG, 2013). There is the dramatic 
growth of the CSR reporting instruments in 
Europe, Asia Pacifi c and Latin America. Tab. 2 
presents the trends in CSR reporting around 
the world.
State regulators increasingly encourage 
fi rms to disclose information that is linked to the 
CSR practices in their annual reports. Around 
70% of the total CSR reporting instruments in 
2016 were mandatory. Around 30% of the CSR 
reporting instruments were voluntary (KPMG, 
2016).
In most countries, CSR reporting 
instruments are focused mainly on large 
companies and state-owned enterprises. The 
largest companies in the stock exchange and 
companies operating in high-impact sectors are 
required to disclose non-fi nancial information, 
Public policies to promote CSR
Legal Economic Informative Networking
Laws and 
other legal acts 
that indicate 
commitments to 
CSR and reporting 
requirements for 
the non-fi nancial 
information 
disclosure
Subsidies related 
to CSR activities, 
tax allowances 
and breaks for 
corporate charity 
activities
Research and 
educational 
activities, i.e., 
integration of CSR 
in the curricula of 
secondary schools, 
universities, 
workshops, training 
etc.
Networks 
and strategic 
partnership 
on CSR, SRI 
or voluntary 
agreement, public 
procurement 
networks
Legal acts on 
CSR reporting or 
Disclosure laws for 
pension funds etc.
Awards for the best 
CSR reports or the 
best CSR company 
awards or “naming-
and-shaming” with 
blacklists 
Guidelines on 
CSR reporting or 
Information on CSR 
reporting
CSR contact points, 
Multi-stakeholder 
forums: GRI, Global 
Compact etc.
Laws that prohibit 
certain investments 
or Laws on SRI in 
governmental and 
pension funds etc.
Tax incentives for 
energy saving, 
pollution reduction, 
renewables etc.
Information on 
SRI: brochures or 
SRI guidelines and 
standards
Centres, platforms, 
contact points 
and programmes 
for CSR and 
networking
Governmental 
Action plans on 
CSR
Product or 
company labels 
Multi-stakeholder 
initiatives, including 
the development 
of management or 
reporting initiatives 
and tools such 
EMAS, SA800, GRI 
etc.
Scandinavian 5 3 5 7
Continental 5 2 4 9
Anglo-Saxon 7 4 7 10
Mediterranean 3 1 4 4
Transitional 2 2 1 6
Source: authors’ own compilation based on Steurer (2010), Steurer et al. (2012), 
Pimentel et al. (2016), Halkos and Skouloudis (2016), Albareda (2007)
Tab. 1: Public policies to promote CSR
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as these fi rms have fi nancial and human 
resources for such reporting practices, while 
smaller companies do not have the capacity to 
report.
The main policy instruments that 
are requiring sustainability reporting are 
governmental regulation, codes of conduct, 
various informative and some economic 
measures, standards and other public policies 
such as government action plans, strategies 
and national schemes. Moreover, fi rms are 
required to demonstrate responsible tax 
strategies and ensure the payment of taxes. 
A sustainability rating such as the Dow Jones 
Sustainability Index is driving the responsible 
taxation policies into the evaluation criteria for 
the SRI as well.
Over 60 percent of the instruments that were 
identifi ed in 2016 cover the reporting on specifi c 
environmental or social topics. The remaining 
instruments encourage the reporting on 
general sustainability information. The number 
of instruments on social information disclosure 
almost doubled since 2013. Around half of the 
reporting instruments on social issues are in 
the EU. Several EU member states in response 
to the EU’s CSR Strategy have implemented 
national action plans to address the CSR, for 
example, Spain has adopted the Strategy for 
Corporate Social Responsibility 2014-2020. 
Other countries have developed national CSR 
action plans (France, Switzerland, Norway).
The EU has introduced mandatory 
requirements for reporting on specifi c 
environmental or social issues as well as on 
wide non-fi nancial performance indicators 
(policies, risks and outcomes that are related to 
environment, social issues, respect for human 
rights, anti-corruption issues, diversity etc.). 
Therefore, the number of reporting instruments 
has continued to grow signifi cantly since 2013 
in the EU, as in 2016, 155 instruments were 
identifi ed compared to 80 in 2013. Some of 
them are linked to the transposition of the EU 
Non-Financial Reporting Directive. New EU 
reporting instruments were linked to the GHG 
emissions trading.
There are many CSR reporting instruments 
and CSR disclosure initiatives; however, it 
is important to assess the impact, context 
and drivers behind each instrument and 
answer the question how effective are these 
instruments and to what extent does the CSR 
reporting initiatives bring the world nearer to 
the sustainable world, projected by the 2030 
Agenda for Sustainable Development.
3. Assessment of CSR Impacts
There are several studies that are dealing with 
the assessment of CSR impacts (Gjølberg, 
2009; Hamer, 2005; Foote, Gaffney, & Evans, 
2010; Jankalova, 2013; Jankalova, 2016). 
The main CSR assessment approaches are 
generalized in Tab. 3.
As one can see from Tab. 3, some CSR 
assessment tools are constructed for reporting 
purposes, some are more linked with the 
assessment of companies’ activities, and some 
are constructed for the self-assessment of 
companies. There are tools that can be used 
for all these purposes, as SA8000 or EMAS.
There are business excellence models as 
well that are often applied as frameworks for 
the assessment of CSR practices in fi rms. The 
most popular and well-known models are the 
EFQM Excellence Model that was elaborated 
in Europe and The Malcolm Baldrige Model for 
Performance Excellence that was developed 
2006 2010 2013 2016
CSR reporting
Instruments
Mandatory CSR 
reporting instruments 35 58% 94 62% 130 72% 248 65%
Voluntary CSR 
reporting instruments 25 42% 57 38% 50 28% 135 35%
Total CSR reporting 
instruments 60 151 180 383
Countries 19 32 44 71
Source: KPMG (2016; 2013)
Tab. 2: Trends in the CSR reporting and disclosure
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in the USA. Jankalová and Radoslav (2017) 
have systematized the CSR assessment tools 
and methods and found that the Malcolm 
Baldrige Model for Performance Excellence is 
more suitable for the assessment of CSR in the 
fi rm as the EFQM Excellence Model (Foote, 
Gaffney, & Evans, 2010).
The independent agencies (Dow Jones 
from Switzerland, FTSE from the UK, Global 
100 in the US etc.) deal with the rating of the 
CSR of fi rms. They have created their own 
indexes to measure the CSR performance of 
fi rms (Hammer, 2005). A decision to include 
fi rms in the index calculation depends on the 
fi rms’ fulfi lment of specifi c criteria that is set by 
the independent agencies. The most popular 
and well-known international indexes are Dow 
Jones Sustainability Index, FTSE4Good Index, 
Ethibel Index and MSCI World ESG Index.
The Dow Jones Sustainability World 
Enlarged Index (DJSI World Enlarged) 
assesses the performance of the top 20% of 
the world largest 2,500 fi rms in the S&P Global 
Broad Market Index in terms of CSR. It is one 
of the most important world indices for socially 
responsible investing (SRI).
The FTSE4Good Global Index was 
developed by the FTSE International and 
Ethical Research Services (EIRIS). The aim of 
the index is to assess the performance of fi rms 
around the world that meet globally recognised 
CSR standards. It is as well among the most 
important indexes for socially responsible 
investing.
The Ethibel Sustainability Index (ESI) 
Excellence Global collects the best-in-class 
fi rms in relation to the CSR across various 
sectors and regions in Europe, North America 
and Asia Pacifi c. It is constructed as a free-
fl oat weighted index that is combining the CSR 
assessment values with the sector weights on 
the S&P Global 1200.
CSR Assessment Approach 
or Instrument
Tool 
for reporting
Tool 
for self-
assess ment
Tool 
for assessment 
of companies’ 
activities
World’s Most Ethical Companies +
Global 100 Most Sustainable Corporations +
OHSAS 18001 + + +
Social Accountability – SA 8000 + + +
ISO 14000 + + +
EMAS + + +
KPMG Survey +
GHG Protocol + + +
Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) + + +
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) + +
World Sustainable Development Council 
for Business + +
Dow Jones Sustainability Index +
FTSE4good Index + +
The ECPI Global ESG Alpha Equity Index + +
MSCI World ESG Index + +
ECPI Global ESG Alpha Equity Index + +
Source: authors’ own compilation based on Albareda (2007), 
Pimentel et al. (2016), Halkos and Skouloudis (2016)
Tab. 3: CSR assessment approaches
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MSCI World ESG Index consists of large 
and mid-cap fi rms and provides the assessment 
of fi rms, according to high environmental, social 
and governance performance criteria that is 
relative to their sector peers.
The World’s Most Ethical (WME) 
companies’ designation was created by the 
Ethisphere Institute. It covers the world fi rms 
by promoting ethical standards and shaping the 
future industry standards. The assessment and 
selection procedures of fi rms are based on the 
proprietary rating system.
The Global 100 assesses the Most 
Sustainable Corporations in the World. This 
sustainability equity index is developed by the 
Corporate Knights advisory group.
KPMG’S International Survey of Corporate 
Responsibility Reporting is an analysis of 
corporate nonfi nancial reporting of fi rms and 
includes the assessment of CSR disclosure 
practices among the 100 largest fi rms in the 
selected countries.
The main aim of the sustainability indexes 
is to measure the performance of companies 
that meet certain CSR criteria and provide 
investors with SRI opportunities. These 
indexes have a positive impact on the socially 
and environmentally responsible investments 
all around the world. Some independent 
institutions that are issuing indexes as well want 
to increase the awareness about the CSR and 
SRI and promote socially and environmentally 
responsible behaviour. However, there is 
a big problem with these indexes due to the 
lack of the objectivity (Jankalova, 2016). 
The collected data cannot be reliable as it 
comes from personal interviews, websites, 
annual reports etc. Despite the verifi cation 
by the independent institution, these reports 
are subjective and lack transparency. The 
independent rating agencies apply their own 
not disclosed methodology because it is 
their expertise, and they have invested big 
resources in its creation. The major problem 
with indexes is that they are different in 
the analysed and applied indicators for the 
applied CSR assessment and scales, and 
it is very diffi cult to compare these indexes. 
The incomparability of indexes as well causes 
the variety of defi nitions of CSR (Jankalova, 
2016).
For the CSR reporting of fi rms, the most 
important are these standards: Global Reporting 
Initiative, World Business for Sustainable 
Development Reporting Project, UN Global 
Compact, ISO 14001, SA 8000, OHSAS 18001, 
Carbon Disclosure Project, GHG protocol etc.
The GRI Sustainability Reporting Guidelines 
are the most widely used CSR and sustainability 
reporting framework in the world, which 
allow private fi rms and public organizations 
to report on their CSR performance, based 
on the economic, environmental, social and 
governance criteria. The GRI Guidelines 
present a set of important issues and principles, 
standard disclosures and implementation 
manuals for developing the CSR reports.
The World Business Council for Sustainable 
Development (WBCSD) is a global association 
of fi rms that is seeking to promote strategic 
issues linked to the CSR and sustainability. 
It presents a well-developed platform for 
companies to network, share best practices 
and problematic issues.
The Global Compact was developed by 
the United Nations as a strategic initiative for 
fi rms to implement the ten universally accepted 
principles on human rights protection, labour 
standards, environmental protection and 
transparency.
Carbon Disclosure Project (CDP) is an 
international organization that is cooperating 
with the market forces in order to encourage 
companies to measure, manage and disclose 
important environmental information that is 
linked to the GHG (greenhouse gas) emissions 
and take action to mitigate climate change.
The GHG Protocol is an accounting tool 
for the assessment of GHG emissions by 
encouraging contribution to mitigate climate 
change. It presents the GHG emission 
accounting framework for various programs 
around the world.
ISO 14001 is an environmental 
management system standard that has been 
developed by the International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO). It presents a framework 
for a private company or public organization 
in setting up an environmental management 
system and monitoring its performance.
The SA 8000 standard is an auditable 
certifi cation standard. It imposes requirements 
for human rights protection, implementation of 
socially acceptable practices in the workplace 
for workers and their families. SA 8000 
was developed by the Social Accountability 
International (SAI) by applying the same 
approach as for ISO 14001.
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OHSAS 18001 is an occupational health 
and safety management system standard that 
has been developed by the Occupational Health 
and Safety Advisory Services (OHSAS) Project 
Group. The standard aims to help organizations 
to manage the occupational health and safety.
As there are many various CSR assessment 
tools, it is very diffi cult to assess the number 
of socially responsible companies in specifi c 
countries or all over the world, and this is an 
important problem for defi ning CSR penetration 
and assessing the impact of public policies by 
aiming at the promotion of CSR.
There were several attempts to develop 
a multidimensional CSR index to improve 
the knowledge of global CSR trends and 
developments (Gjolberg, 2009; Halkos & 
Skouloudis, 2016). Gjolberg’s index was 
based on nine international CSR variables that 
are linked to socially responsible investment 
ratings, subscriptions to global CSR initiatives, 
CSR accounting and reporting schemes and 
environmental or social management system 
standards (Halkos & Skouloudis, 2016). 
Recently, a CSR index that has been developed 
by Gjolberg
 
in 2009 was used and extended 
by Halkos and Skouloudis (2016)
 
in order to 
obtain national CSR scores. While Gjolberg 
(2009) had applied the calculation formula to 
20 OECD countries, Halkos and Skouloudis 
assessed the data relating to 86 countries, 
selecting the year 2012 as the reference period 
and as variables using 16 international CSR 
initiatives, environmental and social standards, 
CSR rankings and ethical investment stock 
exchange indices. The variables that were 
included in Halkos and Skoloudis (2016) CSR 
index are presented in Tab. 5 where countries 
are ranked in terms of CSR penetration based 
on the CSR index.
CSR 
Rating Country GRI ISO 14000
Global 
Compact SA 8000 WBCSDE CSR Index
1 Switzerland 110 2,856 153 5 9 20.64
2 Sweden 196 9,486 296 1 2 19.50
3 Finland 162 1,480 79 1 5 18.99
4 Denmark 66 1,128 370 4 4 12.59
5 The UK 283 17,559 473 1 7 9.64
6 The Netherlands 216 2,739 144 4 10 9.27
7 Norway 88 1,319 24 1 8 8.04
8 Australia 87 3,938 151 - 6 6.17
9 Spain 154 13,053 1,483 14 3 4.21
10 France 177 6,318 78 2 9 2.58
11 Portugal 17 5,555 63 33 4 2.30
12 Singapore 56 1,254 81 - - 0.77
13 Japan 205 23,901 290 2 27 -0.25
14 Canada 128 1,172 78 - 5 -0.76
15 Belgium 135 1,063 86 2 1 -1.22
16 Italy 145 26,655 27 1,309 4 -1.56
17 Germany 329 12,176 480 11 11 -3.93
18 Hong Kong 1,023 4 - -5.40
19 Iceland 2 90 24 - - -5.70
20 The USA 353 5,251 119 1 38 -11.02
Source: authors’ own compilation based on Halkos and Skouloudis (2016)
Tab. 4: Rankings of top 20 countries based on the CSR index and number of CSR enterprises in 2017
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The number of enterprises that are 
implementing the major CSR instruments for 
reporting, self-assessment and assessment 
of company’s activities in terms of CSR (GRI, 
ISO 18000, SA 8000, WBSDE) in top ranked 
countries on the CSR penetration (CSR index) 
are presented in Tab. 4.
As one can see from Tab. 4, the 7 top rated 
countries based on the CSR index are in Europe 
and are followed by Australia. The US is in the 
20th position of TOP 20 world countries, having 
highest penetration of the CSR. Japan is in the 
13th position and Canada in the 14th position. 
Fourteen countries in this list are European 
developed nations. The domination of the EU 
member states in this list can be linked to the 
abundance of public policies to promote CSR 
in this region.
However, this assessment of penetration 
of CSR in the world countries, even though it 
enables to cover various CSR responsibility 
and reporting practices (16), does not provide 
answers about the impact of the CSR on the 
social challenges. Nevertheless, it is obvious 
from the top 20 countries presented in Tab. 6 
that all these countries are highly developed 
strong economies that are having signifi cantly 
less social problems that are addressed by 
Agenda 2030. However, the impact of CSR 
should be assessed based on the progress in 
achieving SDGs. The recent initiatives of Global 
Compact and GRI indicated that this should be 
addressed as a priority issue.
4. CSR Impacts on the Sustainable 
Development Goals and Reporting
In 2015, the world leaders united to adopt 
the 2030 Agenda and its 17 Sustainable 
Development Goals. The challenge of 
sustainable business is to translate this 
universal and holistic framework into an 
ambitious action and innovative solutions. The 
UN Global Compact is the world major leading 
platform for the development, implementation 
and disclosure of the CSR practices. It was 
initiated in 2000. Now, it is one of the largest 
CSR initiatives around the world, including 
over 9,500 companies and 3,000 non-business 
organizations from 160 countries and over 70 
local networks. For responsible business, the 
Ten Principles of Global Compact represent 
the fundamental values that they should embed 
in their business strategy and operations to 
guide their conduct, and the 17 Sustainable 
Development Goals describe the destination 
towards which they aim, i.e., to work towards 
the time-bound, quantitative targets. By defi ning 
clear objectives and targets for global society 
to reach by 2030, the Global Goals provide 
a unique opportunity for business and a source 
of inspiration to explore how to develop 
new business models, product and service 
innovations and solutions as well as to tackle 
the challenges outlined by the Goals. Taking the 
principles-based approach to the Global Goals 
by integrating the Ten Principles ensures that 
the attempts to make a positive contribution 
to the Global Goals are not undermined by 
negative impacts that business might have 
as the result of neglecting its responsibilities 
related to human rights, labour, environment 
and anti-corruption. In order to understand 
how a company can meaningfully contribute to 
sustainable development, it must understand 
its actual and potential, direct and indirect, 
negative and positive impacts across its entire 
value chain related to all Ten Principles and 17 
Global Goals. By understanding and prioritizing 
its impacts and taking action to prevent, mitigate 
and remedy any negative impacts while 
investing in scaling positive impacts, a company 
ensures it is making a positive contribution to 
the Global Goals and sustainable development 
more broadly.
In 2017, for the fi rst time, a section on 
the SDG implementation was included in 
the survey. The 2018 United Nations Global 
Compact Progress Report (UN, 2018) is an 
assessment of how businesses are adopting 
the Ten Principles of the Global Compact in 
their strategy and operations as well as the 
evaluation of their actions to deliver on the UN 
Sustainable Development Goals, commonly 
referred to as the “Global Goals”. The fi ndings 
in progress report are based on the Annual UN 
Global Compact Implementation Survey, fi rst 
issued in 2008. The Survey is an anonymous 
online survey of UN Global Compact participants 
worldwide to take stock of environmental and 
social performance and identify the trends and 
developments that are related to corporate 
sustainability issues. All 9,500 companies that 
are participating in the UN Global Compact 
were invited to take the 2018 survey, which 
is available in multiple languages. The 2018 
survey is generally representative of the UN 
Global Compact participant base, in terms of 
company size, region and year that a company 
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joined the initiative. Tab. 5 presents the main 
fi ndings of the survey (UN, 2018), providing the 
assessment of responsible companies on the 
implementation of SDGs.
As one can notice from Tab. 5, the companies 
reported that their activities had a positive 
impact on all the SDGs; however, the biggest 
impact was made for Goal 8: Decent Work 
and Economic Growth, Goal 3: Good Health 
and Well-Being and Goal 5: Gender Equality. 
More than 50% of the companies reported 
that their products have contributed to Goal 8: 
Decent Work and Economic Growth, Goal 3: 
Good Health and Well-Being, Goal 5: Gender 
Equality, Goal 12: Responsible Consumption 
and Production, Goal 13: Climate Action, 
Goal 9: Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure.
However, the results of the most recent 
Eurobarometer survey (2012) that were 
conducted in the EU 27 member states revealed 
quite negative public opinion about the impacts 
of fi rms on the societal challenges and the 
implementation of sustainable development 
goals of the country. Only more than half of 
the European citizens believe that companies 
have a positive infl uence on society, while more 
than 4 out of 10 believe that companies have 
a negative infl uence. There is, however, a wide 
diversity of views across the EU 27 countries: 
from 85% of respondents in Denmark who 
think the infl uence of companies on society 
is generally positive to 36% of those in Italy 
and Slovenia. Opinions have divided on the 
question whether companies pay more or less 
attention to their infl uence on society than they 
did 10 years ago: 40% of the Europeans say 
that they pay more attention, while 39% say 
that they pay less attention.
SDGs
The share of companies 
reporting on their positi-
ve impact on the imple-
mentation of SDGs, %
The share of compa-
nies reporting that their 
products and services 
contributed towards 
the implementation 
of SDGs, %
Goal 1 No Poverty 64 33
Goal 2 Zero Hunger 53 28
Goal 3 Good Health and Well-Being 83 64
Goal 4 Quality Education 71 44
Goal 5 Gender Equality 83 55
Goal 6 Clean Water and Sanitation 69 39
Goal 7 Affordable and Clean Energy 63 50
Goal 8 Decent Work and Economic Growth 98 65
Goal 9 Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure 79 62
Goal 10 Reduced Inequalities 72 42
Goal 11 Sustainable Cities and Communities 61 49
Goal 12 Responsible Consumption 
and Production 76 61
Goal 13 Climate Action 64 53
Goal 14 Life Below Water 31 16
Goal 15 Life on Land 42 26
Goal 16 Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions 53 28
Goal 17 Partnerships for the Goals 66 40
Source: UN (2018)
Tab. 5: The assessment of impact of CSR on the SDG in 2018
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Therefore, the assessment of the CSR 
impact on the societal challenges cannot be an 
evaluation based on the opinion of companies 
or citizens. First of all, it is necessary to 
integrate the SDG in the CSR assessment. 
However, the main problem is the availability of 
many CSR reporting instruments and initiatives 
around the world. The GRI and Global 
Compact monitoring frameworks have already 
adjusted to some extent by linking company’s 
activities with their input in the approaching of 
SDGs. However, clearer and more consistent 
indicators’ systems that are linking SDGs goals, 
targets and indicators with company level 
indicators are necessary. Some indicators such 
as GHG emission reduction, energy effi ciency 
improvements, the share of renewables in 
the energy consumption etc. can be easily 
transferred on company level; however, some 
indicators, especially those dealing with 
hunger, poverty, education etc., require more 
consolidated efforts between the scientists and 
policy makers.
It is as well possible to compare the 
countries’ rankings based on the CSR index 
that is showing the level of penetration of CSR 
in companies with SDG index,
 
indicating the 
updated assessment of countries’ distance to 
achieve the Sustainable Development Goals 
(SDGs) and provide a ranking of countries 
by the aggregate SDG Index of the overall 
performance. It incorporates the trend data, 
and new indicators have been added more 
accurately to cover the SDGs and associated 
targets with a special focus on “leave no one 
behind” for the countries. 
Country SDG index ranking CSR index ranking
Sweden 1 2
Denmark 2 4
Norway 3 7
Finland 4 3
Switzerland 5 1
Germany 6 17
Austria 7 25
The Netherlands 8 6
Iceland 9 54
The UK 10 5
France 11 10
Belgium 12 15
Canada 13 14
Ireland 14 19
The Czech Republic 15 53
The US 25 20
Italy 35 16
Russia 47 77
Brazil 52 -
China 76 56
South Africa 110 26
India 110 36
Source: authors’ own compilation based on Halkos and Skouloudis (2016), 
Bertelsmann Stiftung and Sustainable Development Solutions Network (2018)
Tab. 6: Rankings of countries based on the SDG index and CSR index
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The ranking of countries that is based on 
the CSR index and SDG index is provided in 
Tab. 6
As one can notice from the information 
presented in Tab. 6, the top 4 countries, 
according to the SDG index, are Scandinavian 
countries that are followed by Switzerland 
that has a high penetration of the CSR in their 
countries based on the CSR index. Moreover, 
these countries are among the leaders in 
developing and implementing public policies 
when targeting CSR. However, Iceland, having 
a very high ranking on SDG index, is ranked 
very low, according to the CSR index. The data 
for BRICS countries indicates that India and 
the Republic of South Africa that are having the 
highest rankings on the CSR index are ranked 
very poorly on the SDG index.
Though this simplifi ed comparison between 
the rankings in CSR and SDG achievements 
does not provide a clear linking between the 
penetration of the CSR and the progress of 
countries towards the implementation of SDG; 
however, it emphasizes that the impact of CSR 
should be assessed based on the societal 
challenges such as Sustainable Development 
Goals.
Conclusions and Policy Implications
The majority of studies on CSR can be 
allocated to three groups: (1) antecedent, 
(2) outcome and (3) process oriented studies. 
The “antecedent” category studies analyse the 
main drivers of CSR, including policies and 
reporting initiatives. The “outcome” category 
studies deal with the consequences of CSR by 
addressing the CSR impacts on the company 
level. The “process” studies examine the CSR 
implementation process and try to fi nd the 
linkages between the effectiveness of policies 
and the reporting initiatives and stakeholders’ 
engagement to pursue the implementation of 
sustainable development goals on the company 
and society level.
The main conceptual shift of the articles 
in the “outcome” and “process” groups is 
from fi nancial outcomes to non-fi nancial, 
organizational and societal outcomes. The 
scholars are interested more in a broader 
construal of the role of businesses in a society 
as well as providing the mechanisms (likely 
mediating factors) through which the CSR can 
provide better results in pursuing sustainable 
development goals of the world countries.
The typology of governmental policies 
to promote the CSR can serve as a starting 
point for the assessment of the effectiveness 
of respective initiatives. The simplifi ed 
assessment framework was applied by linking 
policies to promote the CSR and reporting 
initiatives with a number of socially responsible 
organizations and achievements of countries in 
terms of implementing the SDG goals.
The analysis revealed that public policies to 
promote the CSR can deliver positive results in 
implementing sustainable development goals 
of the country. The EU is a leader in policies 
promoting CSR and CSR reporting initiatives. 
The EU member states companies are very 
active in various CSR activities, such as EMAS, 
GRI, SA 8000, ISO 14001, Global Compact 
etc. The EU member states are as well the 
12 top countries, based on the SDG Index in 
2016. Three Scandinavian countries (Sweden, 
Denmark and Norway) are at the top of the SDG 
Index. This means that they are the closest 
now to achieving the SDG endpoints that are 
envisaged for 2030.
Because of the changes in the requirements 
of stakeholders, there is a constant demand for 
revision of sustainability indexes, standards and 
initiatives that are applied for the assessment 
of CSR activities of fi rms and the assessment 
of CSR impacts. Therefore, when dealing with 
this issue, it is important to monitor continuously 
the CSR impact on the society in general. For 
this purpose, the achievement of countries 
in implementing SDGs can be linked to the 
requirements of the CSR reporting.
The main problem is the availability of 
many CSR reporting instruments and initiatives 
around the world. The GRI and Global Compact 
monitoring frameworks have already been 
adjusted to some extend by linking company 
activities to their input in the approaching of 
SDGs.
However, clearer and more consistent 
indicators’ systems that are linking the SDGs 
goals, targets and indicators with company 
level indicators are necessary. Some indicators 
as GHG emission reduction, energy effi ciency 
improvements, the share of renewables 
in energy consumption etc. can be easily 
transferred to company level; however, 
some indicators, especially dealing with 
hunger, poverty, education etc., require more 
consolidated efforts between the scientists and 
policy makers.
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It is obvious that 2030 Agenda cannot be 
achieved by Governments or international 
institutions only. In order to address the needs 
of the most vulnerable people around the 
world, the dynamic role of business and new 
forms of sustainability fi nancing are necessary. 
Sustainable business can contribute for the 
realization of Sustainable Development Goals 
by 2030 and deal with economic, environmental 
and social problems such as eradication of 
hunger and poverty through job creation, 
technological innovation and provision of 
fi nancial resources and knowledge. In addition, 
responsible business brings a new approach to 
faster SDG implementation.
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Abstract
POLICIES TO PROMOTE CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY (CSR) 
AND ASSESSMENT OF CSR IMPACTS
Jintao Lu, Licheng Ren, Wenfang Lin, Yifan He, Justas Streimikis
The Corporate social responsibility (CSR) concept is linked to the company’s responsibility for 
its impact on the society. The CSR is important for sustainability, competitiveness and innovation 
of the economy of each country and is tightly linked to the success in approaching Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDG) by the world countries. SDGs provide many benefi ts and opportunities 
for companies and in terms of risk management, increase the access to capital, improvement of 
stakeholders’ relationships etc. The literature on CSR has shifted from analysing the questions 
on whether companies should engage in societal challenges to whether and how countries and 
people benefi t from these interventions in addressing sustainable development challenges, such 
as poverty, education, health, energy and environment. The recent scientifi c discussion on the 
assessment of CSR impacts provides contradictory results and fi ndings. Therefore, this paper aims 
to shed more light on this issue and provide clear policy recommendations based on the conducted 
analysis.
The paper analyses and compares the main policies that are aiming at the promotion of CSR, 
including reporting initiatives and requirements. The measures to assess the impact of CSR are 
discussed as well based on various reporting incentives that are guiding companies on how to 
assess and actually measure the effects of their activities by setting quantitative indicators. The 
dynamics of socially responsible companies and sustainability reporting initiatives are provided by 
indicating the effectiveness of the implemented policies and other initiatives to promote the CSR; 
however; the main emphasis of the paper is the impact of CSR on the societal challenges such as 
Sustainable Development Goals and integration of SDGs in the CSR assessment.
Key Words: Corporate social responsibility, sustainable development goals, policies to promote 
CSR, impacts of CSR.
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